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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Survey Purpose

This Equal Opportunity Survey (£0S) is the first of its kind. No survey of this magnitude and level of detail has
ever been undertaken to assess active duty service members’ perceptions of fair treatment and equal opportunity
(EO). The survey results will inform and assist leaders of the Department of Defense (DoD) and the Armed
Forces as they work to ensure equal opportunity for all service members.

Challenges Ahead

Over the past half-century, the Department of Defense has compiled a record of achievement in providing equal
opportunity that is among the best in the nation. It is a record that must be improved continuously. This £qual
Opportunity Survey is an element of the Department’s continued commitment to equality of treatment and opportu-
nity for all service members. In the future, the task of providing equal opportunity will present new challenges

as both American society and its military become increasingly diverse. Instruments such as this survey will help
provide the information needed to better understand the state of equal opportunity, as well as assist in policy
choices to achieve and maintain equal opportunity, throughout America’s Armed Forces.

Conduct of the Survey

The E£OS was conducted by the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) from September 1996 through February
1997. The 16-page survey form contains 81 questions, many with multiple parts (a copy is provided as Appendix
A). The target population comprised enlisted members and officers up to the rank of 06 (Navy and Coast Guard
Captain or Colonel in the other Services) in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force and Coast Guard. The ques-
tionnaire was mailed to 76,754 members. The mailing resulted in a 53% rate of usable responses, which is

typical for large-scale surveys of military personnel.

The target population was selected by a random sampling method that took into account the complexity of
a population that not only comprised different racial/ethnic groups, but was also differentiated by rank, Service,
gender, and geographic location. Surveys of this type are subject to sampling error. A single estimate of sampling
error for the entire questionnaire is not applicable to a survey of this complexity. Thus, except for the executive
summary, confidence intervals are offered for individual findings throughout the report.

The racial/ethnic groups surveyed were Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Asians/Pacific Islanders, and Native
Americans/Alaskan Natives. Because of the small size of the latter group, survey results for Native Americans/
Alaskan Natives are subject to the largest potential sampling error and have the widest confidence intervals.

The survey was developed for the purpose of providing a better understanding of service members’ percep-
tions and experiences related to fair treatment and equal opportunity. The questionnaire asked service members
about their overall racial/ethnic interactions, as well as about specific insensitive, discriminatory, harassing and
even violent racial/ethnic interactions that had occurred in the 12-month period prior to filling out the survey.
The survey also contained items on members’ perceptions of official EO actions (e.g., satisfaction with the
outcome of the complaint, actions taken in response to the complaint).
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Major Findings

Overall, the survey found major differences in the perceptions of service members of different racial/ethnic groups
regarding equal opportunity. In particular, White members, who comprise the majority population in the military,
are more positive than minority members about racial/ethnic issues in the military.

Race Relations. The survey contained a broad range of items that measured members’ perceptions and
actions related to race relations. In general, race relations on military installations/ships are perceived to be
better than those in local civilian communities. Also, when asked about race relations over the past five years,
more service members indicated that race relations in the military were better today than said so about race
relations in the nation.

Interpersonal Relationships. Large majorities of members of all races indicated having positive personal
and social interactions with members of other racial and ethnic groups. Large majorities reported having
“close personal friends” who were members of other racial or ethnic groups, and also reported socializing
with other races and ethnic groups in their homes or quarters.

Perceptions of Military-Civilian Conditions and Opportunities. A majority of all racial/ethnic groups said
military life was as good or better than civilian life in areas such as fair performance evaluations, freedom from
harassment and hate crimes, and freedom from discrimination. A majority of all races/ethnicities said pay and
benefits in civilian life were as good or better than in the military.

Members’ Experiences. Large percentages of each racial/ethnic group indicated experiencing Qfféensive
Encounters (e.g., “Made unwelcome attempts to draw you into an offensive discussion of racial/ethnic matters™)
based on their race/ethnicity. Much smaller percentages experienced an incident in which 7hreat/Harm (e.g.,
“Vandalized your property because of your race/ethnicity™) to person or property was involved.

Military Personnel Lifecycle. Overall, relatively small percentages of members in each racial/ethnic group
said they experienced an incident of harassment and discrimination related to the military personnel lifecycle
(e.g., “l was rated lower than | deserved on my last evaluation”). Blacks and Hispanics, however, were much
more likely than Whites to experience such incidents.

Reporting Experiences. A majority of members reported receiving training on racial/ethnic harassment
and discrimination in the 12 months prior to being surveyed and most indicated they knew how to report
racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination. On a section of the survey where service members could describe
a “bothersome” situation, however, few indicated they had reported the situation to an individual or office
in either the military or local community. Major reasons for not reporting the situation were beliefs that
(1) nothing would be done and (2) the situation was not important enough to report.

Structure of the Report

Chapter 1 provides background on the study and a literature review of previous DoD equal opportunity initiatives
and major research efforts. Chapter 2 provides a short description of the survey design, administration, and
analytic approaches. Detailed results of the survey are reported and discussed in Chapters 3 through 8. General
results for these six chapters follow.



Executive Summary

Chapter 3 - Race and Ethnic Interrelationships

This chapter examines a broad range of perceptions and actions regarding race relations at the installation/ship
level and in the communities surrounding installations. Specifically covered are the extent and nature of service
members’ racial/ethnic personal interactions, including racial confrontations and extremism activities and percep-
tions of race relations in the military and nation as a whole.

« On the important question of racial/ethnic relations on military installations and aboard ship, members
were asked if relations were good, and could respond not at all, small extent, moderate extent, large extent,
very large extent, or don’t know. Only very small percentages of all races indicated that they believed installa-
tion/ship race relations were bad by marking not at all. Significant racial differences appeared with Whites
most likely and Blacks least likely to say that race relations were good to a large/very large extent.

Extent to Which Racial/Ethnic Relations on the Installation/Ship Were Good

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

To what extent at your installation/ship... Pacific Amer/AK
Q61c are racial/ethnic relations good? Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Not at all 4 3 6 4 5 5
Small/Moderate extent 28 22 45 33 30 31
Large/Very Large extent 61 68 39 58] 56 54
Don’t know 8 7 10 9 10 10

e Members of all races were less positive about race relations in local communities than on installations/ships.
Fewer Black members (28%) than Whites and Hispanics (34% for both) and Asians/Pacific Islanders (42%)
responded that community race relations were good to a large/very large extent. Also, 31% of Native
Americans/Alaskan Natives responded in this manner.

e Overall, more members said that race relations in the military are better today (46%) than race relations
in the nation (30%). Blacks and Native Americans/Alaskan Natives were less likely than other racial/ethnic
group members to say that race relations are better today.
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Perceptions of Change in Race Relations Over the Last 5 Years

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

In your opinion, have race relations gotten Pacific Amer/AK
better or worse over the last 5 years... Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Q77  In our nation?
Better today 30 31 24 32 45 24
About the same as 5 years ago 35 34 37 35 35 24
Worse today 35 35 39 33 20 52
Q78  In the military?
Better today 46 48 37 49 56 39
About the same as 5 years ago 41 41 44 38 36 39
Worse today 13 11 19 13 8 23

e Large majorities of all members indicated they were comfortable with members of other racial/ethnic
groups. Also, large majorities indicated they felt no peer pressure to avoid socializing with members
of other racial/ethnic groups.

Members Who Felt No Unease or Peer Pressure in Interracial Interactions

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Percent of members responding Not at all Pacific Amer/AK
when asked to what extent... Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %

Q62a Do you feel uneasy being around people who
are of races/ethnicities different from yours? 69 69 69 71 64 71

Q62b Have you felt pressure from Service members
who are of your race/ethnicity not to socialize
with members of other racial/ethnic groups? 84 88 75 81 80 83

« Large majorities of all racial/ethnic groups reported having “close personal friends” among other groups and
similar majorities reported socializing with members of other groups in their homes or quarters. Most members
indicated that they had close personal friendships (84%) or socialized (85%) with people of other races, and
most felt competent (71%) and at ease (69%) interacting with people of other races. Over half (52%) indicated
that they had more friends of another race now than they did before entering the military.

Vi
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Members Who Indicated They Have Friends of Another Race/Ethnicity

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Percent of members responding Yes Pacific Amer/AK
when asked whether they had... Total White Black  Hispanic Islander  Native
% % % % % %

Q74 Friends of a different race/ethnicity with
whom you socialize in your home/quarters? 85 83 87 94 92 90

Q75 Close personal friends who are of a
race/ethnicity different than yours? 84 82 84 93 92 92

e Almost all members (95%) indicated they did not know anyone who belonged to an extremist organization.
Relatively few members indicated /arge/very large problems with such organizations and their activities
either on the installation/ship (2% to 3%) or in the community (6%). Fifteen percent to 18% indicated
that these concerns were small/moderate problems on installations/ships, and about 24% to 27% responded
likewise about the community.

= Members were asked if they had tried to avoid a military assignment because they thought they might be
subjected to racial/ethnic harassment or discrimination in a command or installation/ship. Members could
respond yes or no. Responses ranged from 1% of Whites to 7% of Blacks who said they tried to avoid an
assignment because they might be subject to racial/ethnic discrimination or harassment in a command or
installation/ship. When asked if they had attempted to avoid an assignment for fear of racial discrimination
or harassment in the surrounding community, yes responses ranged from 2% for Whites to 11% for Blacks.

Members Who Tried to Avoid an Assignment Due to Expected
Racial/Ethnic Harassment or Discrimination

Racial/Ethnic Group

Have you tried to avoid an assignment

in the military because you thought you Asian/ Native

might be subjected to racial/ethnic Pacific Amer/AK
Q63 harassment or discrimination? Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native

% % % % % %

Yes, | thought | might be subject to it in a

Command or on an installation/ship 2 1 7 3 2 4

Yes, | thought | might be subject to it in the

local community around an installation 4 2 11 4 4 7
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Chapter 4 - Personal Experiences Related to Race/Ethnicity

This chapter examines members’ views on whether they or their families had experiences ranging from being
subjected to insensitive language to physical assault because of their race/ethnicity. About two thirds of members
reported an incident of some kind involving a DoD member (either military, civilian, or contractor). There were
differences in the type of incident members were likely to have experienced. More members said they had experi-
ences of Qffensive Encounters than said they had experiences of 7Areat/Harm from another member of DoD.

Members Experiencing Offensive Encounters and/or Threat/Harm
Involving Another DoD Member

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Member Incident—DoD Pacific Amer/AK

and 2 of Its Subcategories Total White Black Hispanic Islander  Native
% % % % % %
Member Incident—DoD 67 63 76 79 70 76
Offensive Encounters—DoD 66 62 75 78 69 74
Threat/Harm-DoD 10 8 13 13 16 15

« Similarly, almost two thirds of members indicated experiencing incidents involving civilians in the local
community. Again, there were differences in the type of incident members experienced. More members
indicated experiencing Qffensive Encounters than Threat/Harm community incidents.

Members Experiencing Offensive Encounters and/or Threat/Harm
Involving a Local Civilian

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Member Incident—Community Pacific Amer/AK

and Its 2 Subcategories Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Member Incident—Community 65 64 70 67 63 73
Offensive Encounters—Community 65 63 69 67 63 72
Threat/Harm-Community 12 12 13 13 14 19

* On the survey, incidents related to the military personnel lifecycle were assessed in four categories:
Assignment/Career, Evaluation, Punishment, and Training/Test Scores. There were racial/ethnic group
differences in members’ perceptions that an aspect of their current Assignment/Career had been hampered
(e.g., “My current assignment has not made use of my job skills”) because of race/ethnicity. Whites were
less likely than minority racial/ethnic group members to report this.
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Members Experiencing a Military Personnel Lifecycle Incident
Because of Their Race/Ethnicity

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native
Pacific Amer/AK

Military Personnel Lifecycle Subcategories Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Assignment/Career 8 4 18 13 10 17
Evaluation 8 4 19 13 13 8
Punishment 4 2 9 6 4 5
Training/Test Scores g 2 6 5 4 g

Eight percent of members indicated they believed they experienced an Evaluation incident (e.g., “I was rated
lower than | deserved on my last evaluation™) because of race/ethnicity. Blacks (19%) were more likely than
Whites (4%), Native Americans/Alaskan Natives (8%), and Hispanics and Asians/Pacific Islanders (13%, for
both) to indicate experiencing at least one £valuation incident.

Fewer members (4% or less, overall) said that their race/ethnicity was the basis for some Punishment they
received (e.g., “l was taken to nonjudicial punishment or court martial when | should not have been”) or
for an incident related to 77aining/7Test Scores (e.g., “l was not able to attend a major school needed for
my specialty”).

Member/Family Incident represents whether members or their families had experienced insensitive behavior,
harassment, inadequate support services, fear, or other incidents because of their race/ethnicity. There were
racial/ethnic group differences in the percentage of members who said they/their families had a Member/
Family Incident. In each group, more members said they experienced a Member/Family Services incident
(e.g., “I or my family did not get appropriate medical care”) than Member/Family Fears (e.g., “I was afraid
for me or my family to go off the installation because of gang activity”).

Members Experiencing a Member/Family Incident

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Member/Family Incident and Pacific Amer/AK
2 of Its Subcategories Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Member/Family Incident 23 18 37 28 23 26
Member/Family Services 13 8 30 18 14 16

Member/Family Fears 5 5 2 8 8 6
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* The likelihood of experiencing some types of incidents varied by paygrade category and Service. For most
racial/ethnic groups, the percentage of members experiencing an incident decreased as paygrade increased.
Among Black members, however, the percentages for officers tended to be similar to those for enlisted
personnel. Using Qffensive Encounters with other DoD members as an example, among Blacks, 77% of
E1-E4, 73% of E5-E9, and 71% of officers indicated having one or more experiences in the last 12 months.

Percentage of Paygrade Category and Racial/Ethnic Group
Indicating Offensive Encounters—DoD Incident

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Offensive Encounters—DoD Pacific Amer/AK
by Paygrade Category Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Junior enlisted (E1-E4) 74 70 77 85 77 83
Senior enlisted (E5-E9) 67 64 73 74 65 69
Officers (WO1-06) 49 46 71 60 60 56

e The likelihood of experiencing some types of incidents was also associated with Service. For example,
Service was associated with the likelihood that members experienced Qffensive Encounters with other DoD
members. Service-to-Service comparisons are of interest because they provide relative information in the
absence of absolute standards or norms. At the same time, such comparisons are influenced by factors
related to the composition of each Service. Two factors that influence the Service-related findings are the
Service’s percentage of personnel who are (a) members of minority racial/ethnic groups and (b) enlisted
personnel versus officers. Services with proportionately more of its members from minority racial/ethnic
groups or with proportionately more enlisted personnel are expected to have higher incidence rates.

Members Indicating an Offensive Encounters—DoD Incident by Service

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native
Pacific Amer/AK

Offensive Encounters—DoD by Service Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Army 71 68 74 78 70 81
Navy 67 63 79 77 69 72
Marine Corps 73 69 80 83 77 83
Air Force 58 58 70 74 63 61
Coast Guard 61 58 81 74 63 68

 The few gender- and geographic location-related differences that were detected did not appear to be part
of a discernible pattern of results.
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e Members experiencing any incident of racial/ethnic insensitivity, harassment, or discrimination were asked
whether they held DoD or their Service responsible for its prevention. Fifty-two percent of Whites, 67% of
Hispanics, 68% of Asians/Pacific Islanders and Native Americans/Alaskan Natives, and 74% of Blacks held
DaD or their Service responsible for preventing some or all of the incidents they experienced.

Chapters 5 & 6 — The Most Bothersome Situation-Description, Handling, and Reporting the Experience

In the survey, Service members indicated whether or not they experienced insensitive, harassing, or discrimi-
natory incidents during the preceding 12 months. Members who said they had experienced at least one such
incident were then asked to report on the “most bothersome” situation.l Subsequent survey questions asked
respondents details about that most bothersome situation. Chapter 5 contains findings on the experience
(e.g., what happened, where it happened, frequency, and duration of the situation, etc.) and Chapter 6
contains results on how the member handled the experience (if it was reported, reasons for not reporting,
satisfaction with the complaints process, etc.).

* Relatively small percentages of members of all racial/ethnic groups (7% for Blacks and Hispanics, 10%
for Asians/Pacific Islanders, 11% for Whites, and 16% for Native Americans/Alaskan Natives) indicated
that their most bothersome situation involved a violent or threatening type of event. Most often, the
bothersome situation involved some type of offensive behavior or material such as offensive speech;
non-verbal looks, dress, or appearance; or music, pictures, or printed material.

e The situation generally occurred on a US military installation (60%) and during duty hours (48%).
In a separate question, 42% said their most bothersome situation occurred mostly in the local community.2

= Members were more likely to indicate that they (45%), rather than their families (22%), were the target
of the experience.

e Forty-seven percent to 57% of racial/ethnic minority group members said the offender was of a higher
rank/grade; 37% of Whites said this. Fewer members said the offender was an immediate supervisor:
20%-25% of racial/ethnic minority group members compared to 14% of Whites.

e There was a strong propensity 7ot to report the situation to an individual or office in either the mili-
tary or local community. Among those who responded to this portion of the questionnaire, 79% of
Blacks, 85% of Whites and Hispanics, and 86% of Asians/Pacific Islanders, did not¢ report their most
bothersome situation.

 Two of the major reasons offered for not reporting were that (1) nothing would be done and (2) it was
not important enough to report.

1 Comparing results in Chapter 4 with those in Chapters 5 and 6 is difficult because 25% of those who reported an incident of insensitivity,
harassment or discrimination did not respond to the survey questions seeking details about the most bothersome situation.

2 Responses to the two questions asking whether the situation occurred mostly on the installation/ship (60%) or mostly in the local community
(42%) do not sum to 100% because a respondent could have marked yes (or marked 70) to both questions.
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Two Most Frequently Cited Reasons for Not Reporting Bothersome Situation

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native
Pacific Amer/AK

Reason Most Bothersome Situation Not Reported  Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %

Q56e Nothing would be done 39 39 41 37 32 41

Q56b Not important enough 29 31 21 34 38 20

Note. The percentages presented in this table are based only on the number of members who described their most bothersome
situation, not the total number of members.

e When asked about the organization’s response to their reporting, about half said their complaint was
substantiated, nothing was done, and/or that the complaint was discounted.

Four Most Frequently Cited Organizational Responses to the Complaint

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native
Pacific Amer/AK

Organization’s Finding or Response Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Q54a Substantiated complaint 57 60 54 56 49 48
Q54e Did nothing 51 53 48 49 a7 53
Q50a Person(s) talked to about behavior 51 48 53 57 48 48
Q50g Discounted complaint 49 a7 50 52 52 61

e There were no significant racial/ethnic differences in the percentage of members who were satisfied/dissatisfied
with the complaint process. Overall, among those reporting their most bothersome situation, 18% were satisfied
and 52% were dissatisfied with the complaint process. The survey instrument did not contain additional ques-
tions asking dissatisfied members to describe further their experiences with the complaint process.

e The survey also asked whether the bothersome situation caused members to lose trust in or have negative
feelings about either their co-workers or supervisors. Thirty-four percent of Whites and 45%-56% of racial/
ethnic minorities said that the situation caused them to lose trust in or have negative feelings about their
co-workers. Thirty-one percent of Whites and 43%-54% of racial/ethnic minorities said they felt this way
about their supervisors.

e Thirty-four percent of Whites and 40%-49% of racial/ethnic minority group members indicated that the situation
caused them to think about leaving the Service. Over half of members in all racial/ethnic groups said the both-
ersome situation caused them anger or rage.
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e Members who described their most bothersome situation tended to take passive steps to stop or defuse the
situation. These steps included ignoring the discriminating or harassing behavior, acting as if the situation
was not bothersome, and avoiding the offender.

Top Three Member Responses to Most Bothersome Situation

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native

Actions—Other than Reporting—Taken to Stop Pacific Amer/AK
the Most Bothersome Situation3 Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Q45a | ignored the behavior 68 68 65 71 70 70
Q45g | acted as though it didn’t bother me 56 57 58] 61 61 52
Q45b | avoided the offender(s) 52 51 49 58 57 51

Note. The percentages presented in this table are based only on the number of members who described their most bothersome
situation, not the total number of members.

Chapter 7 - Promoting EO Climate

This chapter examines members’ perceptions of three issues central to a viable EO program: 1) whether
proactive leadership was being used for EO, 2) the perceived state of enforcement of EO-related policies and
programs, and 3) training programs to combat racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination. Leadership was
examined at three levels: immediate supervisor, senior leadership of installation/ship, and senior leadership
of the respondent’s Service.

* Majorities of all racial/ethnic groups indicated their immediate supervisor made “honest and reasonable efforts”
to stop racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination, although race/ethnicity-based differences were present.
Blacks were least likely and Whites were most likely to state that supervisors made such efforts.

Did Immediate Supervisor Make Honest and Reasonable Efforts?

Racial/Ethnic Group

My immediate supervisor... makes honest

and reasonable efforts to stop racial/ethnic Asian/ Native
discrimination and harassment, regardless Pacific Amer/AK
Q59c of what is said officially Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Yes 69 74 58 63 60 60
No 12 10 18 15 13 23
Don't know 19 16 24 22 27 17

3 Question 45 provided respondents with a list of 11 actions and asked respondents to mark all of the actions they took to stop the most
bothersome situation.
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« Similar percentages of members in all racial/ethnic groups said that senior leadership at the installation/ship
and Service levels made honest and reasonable efforts to reduce racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination.
Again, Whites were most likely and Blacks least likely to have indicated that leaders at these levels made
honest and reasonable efforts.

Did Senior Leadership of Installation/Ship Make Honest and Reasonable Efforts?

Racial/Ethnic Group

Senior leadership of my installation/ship...

makes honest and reasonable efforts to stop Asian/ Native
racial/ethnic discrimination and harassment, Pacific Amer/AK
Q59b regardless of what is said officially. Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Yes 63 69 46 54 58 57
No 11 9 20 15 11 13
Don’t know 26 23 34 31 31 30

Did Senior Leadership of Service Make Honest and Reasonable Efforts?

Racial/Ethnic Group

Senior leadership of my Service... makes

honest and reasonable efforts to stop Asian/ Native
racial/ethnic discrimination and harassment, Pacific Amer/AK
Q59a regardless of what is said officially. Total White Black  Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Yes 63 68 47 56 60 62
No 11 8 19 15 9 10
Don’t know 26 23 34 29 31 27

* Race/ethnicity-based differences were found when respondents were asked for their perceptions of the
thoroughness of investigations into complaints of racial/ethnic discrimination and harassment. Many
Service members, however, indicated that they did not know whether investigations were thorough
(this information is not generally available to those not involved in the investigation).

Was Investigation of Complaints on Installation/Ship Thorough?

Racial/Ethnic Group

In your opinion, have any of these actions Asian/ Native
been taken on your installation/ship to reduce Pacific Amer/AK
Q58 racial/ethnic discrimination and harassment? Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
Providing thorough investigation of complaints % % % % % %
Yes 46 50 38 39 45 39
No 10 8 17 12 11 16
Don't know 43 42 46 49 44 46
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e There were race/ethnicity-based differences in whether members indicated that penalties were enforced
against offenders. Large percentages of members indicated that they were not knowledgeable about the

enforcement of penalties.

Were Penalties Enforced Against Offenders?

Racial/Ethnic Group

In your opinion, have any of these actions Asian/ Native
been taken on your installation/ship to reduce Pacific Amer/AK
Q58 racial/ethnic discrimination and harassment? Total White Black  Hispanic Islander  Native
Enforcing penalties against offenders % % % % % %
Yes 44 46 36 41 46 41
No 10 8 16 12 9 12
Don't know 46 45 48 48 44 46

* An effective complaints handling system must ensure that the targets of racial/ethnic harassment or
discrimination know the system will protect them if they file a complaint. The perception of members in
this area differed across racial/ethnic groups. More Whites (61%) than racial/ethnic minorities (47% to 50%)
indicated that to a large/very large extent they could file a report without fear of negative consequences.

e Seventy-seven percent of members indicated they had received EO training during the 12 months prior
to the survey. Of those who had received some training, 14% indicated that it was not at all gffective in
preventing or reducing discriminatory or harassing behaviors. Thirty-three percent indicated that the train-
ing was slightly ¢ffective; 39% felt it was moderately gffective; and 15% believed it was very ¢ffective
in preventing/reducing these types of behaviors.

= On the question of whether the military had paid the right amount of attention to race relations, Whites
were more likely to say that the military had paid too much attention and Blacks were more likely to say
the military had paid too /ittle attention.

Amount of Attention the Military Has Paid to Racial/Ethnic
Discrimination and Harassment in Past Several Years

Racial/Ethnic Group

Has the military paid too much or too little Asian/ Native
attention to racial/ethnic discrimination and Pacific Amer/AK
Q60 harassment in the past several years? Total White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % % %
Too little 28 17 62 38 28 33
Right amount 49 53 36 50 59 43

Too much 23 30 3 11 13 24
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Chapter 8 - Perceptions of Opportunity and Global Attitudes

This chapter presents findings on members’ perceptions of opportunities in the military and their general
attitudes toward EO in both the military and the nation overall. It is worth noting that, since this is a first-
of-its-kind survey, there are no benchmarks against which to measure EO changes or progress. In place of
benchmark data comparisons, members were asked to judge the racial/ethnic environment in the military
today against two standards. First, members who had been in the military for at least 5 years were asked
to compare opportunities today to those of 5 years ago. Second, all members were asked to compare
opportunities/conditions in the military against those available in the civilian sector.

= When asked if opportunities were better today, worse today, or about the same as.five years ago,
respondents tended to say that opportunities had improved more for others than for members of their
own racial/ethnic group. Note that the shaded areas in the tables below highlight members’ responses
about opportunities for their own racial/ethnic group.

Members Indicating Opportunities in the Nation Are “Better Today”

Racial/Ethnic Group of Respondent

In your opinion, have opportunities Asian/ Native
gotten better or worse over the last Pacific Amer/AK
Q79a-e 5years...in our nation...? White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % %
For Whites 15 Bill 40 43 24
For Blacks 67 37 57 62 63
For Hispanics 62 41 45 57 58
For Asians/Pacific Islanders 5 43 43 50 50
For Native Americans/Alaskan Natives 49 32 37 48 41

Members Indicating Opportunities in the Military Are “Better Today”

Racial/Ethnic Group of Respondent

In your opinion, have opportunities Asian/ Native
gotten better or worse over the last Pacific Amer/AK
Q79f-j 5 years...in the military...? White Black Hispanic Islander Native
% % % % %
For Whites 16 53 45 48 23
For Blacks 62 39 58 62 65
For Hispanics 59 43 47 58 57
For Asians/Pacific Islanders 52 43 47 50 51
For Native Americans/Alaskan Natives 49 37 43 51 41

= Overall, most members said that opportunities/conditions were the same or better in the military than in
civilian life. There were three exceptions: most members said that opportunities/conditions were the same or
better in civilian [ife for quality of life, pay and benefits, and chance to show pride in racial/ethnic group.
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Members Indicating Opportunities/Conditions for People of Their Race/Ethnicity
Are Better as a Civilian, Not Different, or Better in the Military

Racial/Ethnic Group

Asian/ Native
Pacific Amer/AK

Opportunities/Conditions Total White  Black Hispanic Islander Native
Response Option % % % % % %
Social Conditions
Q73k Freedom from Better as a civilian 3 3 3 4 3 6
extremism/hate crimes No difference 51 52 51 48 52 52
Better in the military 46 45 46 49 45 42
Q73i Freedom from Better as a civilian 7 7 7 8 7 14
harassment No difference 57 57 60 56 57 56
Better in the military 35 36 33 35 36 30
Q73j Freedom from Better as a civilian 7 7 5 7 7 11
discrimination No difference 56 55] 61 55] 55 56
Better in the military 37 38 34 38 38 33
Q73f Fair administration of Better as a civilian 16 16 18 16 12 19
criminal justice No difference 56 58 50 51 61 54
Better in the military 28 26 32 32 28 27
Opportunities to Show Pride
Q73g Chance to show pride Better as a civilian 12 10 15 16 11 20
in self No difference 51 55) 45 42 49 44
Better in the military 37 & 41 43 41 36
Q73h Chance to show pride in Better as a civilian 21 17 30 26 19 34
your racial/ethnic group No difference 64 69 51 53 60 50
Better in the military 16 13 19 22 22 16
Economic Opportunities/Conditions
Q73c Fair performance Better as a civilian 14 13 16 15 13 18
evaluations No difference 62 65 53 56 64 58
Better in the military 24 21 31 29 23 24
Q73d Education and Better as a civilian 16 15 17 18 16 20
training opportunities No difference 42 48 25 34 44 42
Better in the military 43 38 57 48 40 38
Q73e Quality of life Better as a civilian B 37 33 33 31 38
No difference 41 45 31 36 45 &
Better in the military 23 19 36 32 24 29
Q73b Pay and benefits Better as a civilian 37 38 36 31 30 31
No difference 42 46 29 38 47 41

Better in the military 21 16 35 31 23 27

XVii



Executive Summary

* Finally, many members viewed their association with their Service positively. Most members (70%) indicated
that being in their Service inspired them to do the best job they could; Hispanics and Asians/Pacific Islanders
(76% and 75%, respectively) were more likely than Whites and Blacks (69% and 68%, respectively) to
respond in this manner. In addition, 81% of Whites, Hispanics, and Asians/Pacific Islanders—compared to
75% of Native Americans/Alaskan Natives and 74% of Blacks—said they were proud to tell others they
were members of their Service. Almost two thirds (63%) of members indicated that they were satisfied
with their job overall. Over half (52% to 60%) of members in each racial/ethnic group said that if they
had to decide, they would choose to remain in the military.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Purpose

In 1996-97, the Defense Manpower Data Center
(DMDC) conducted the first Joint-Service survey to
assess active-duty service members’ perceptions of
personnel issues in the military and policies intended
to ensure fair treatment and equal opportunity (EO)
in the Department of Defense (DoD) and Coast Guard.
The 16-page Equal Opportunity Survey (EOS) also
allowed service members to indicate whether or not
they or their family members experienced racial/
ethnic insensitivity, harassment, or discrimination.
The survey also elicited opinions on topics such as
the EO complaint process, leadership commitment

to EO, EO training, and EO progress in the military
and across the nation. This report provides the survey
results. It also briefly describes the background of the
project, survey development and administration, and
analytic procedures.

Background

The Census Bureau (1996) estimated that by the
year 2005, Whites will comprise 70% of the popu-
lation compared to 74% in 1995; Hispanics will
comprise 13% versus 10%; Asians/Pacific Islanders
will be 4% versus 3%; and Blacks will remain at
approximately 12% of the population. Accompany-
ing this increasing heterogeneity are differing views
about the extent to which discrimination is present
in society. Research shows that there continue to be
differences in the perceptions of Whites and Blacks
regarding the presence of discrimination (Gallup,
1997). Whites have consistently been more opti-
mistic than Blacks regarding the achievement of
racial equality; conversely, Blacks have been more
likely than Whites to indicate the continuing pres-
ence of racial discrimination (Hochschild, 1995).
Researchers studying military personnel issues
have also found that White and Black service mem-
bers had different perceptions of EO (Moskos &

Butler, 1996) and that Blacks were more likely than
Whites to perceive discrimination against minorities
(Dansby & Landis, 1991).

Increasing racial/ethnic heterogeneity in society,
along with discrepant perceptions of EO by Whites
and Blacks, underscores the importance of under-
standing obstacles to fair treatment and equal opportu-
nity in the military. Civilian leaders and organizations
have called for an examination of progress toward
EO goals, the obstacles that remain, and the need
for new approaches to address existing inequities.

In 1997, President Clinton established the Advisory
Board to the President on Race. In his remarks to
introduce the Board, the President noted that its pri-
mary purpose is “launching a nationwide, honest
discussion...that will lead to specific recommenda-
tions for further actions.”

DoD has long been concerned with racial/ethnic
issues and the development of policies and programs
to ensure equal opportunity without regard to race or
ethnicity. Military EO achievements are considerable
and have been recognized widely. In their report to
the President, Stephanopoulos and Edley (1995)
noted the “significant progress” in EO made by the
military. Recently, Patterson’s (1997) book, 7%e
Ordeal of Integration, praised the military for its
progress in EO, citing it and particularly the Army
as “a virtual model of successful race relations for
the civilian community.” The administration of the
EOS is yet another benchmark in DoD’s history of
leadership in the EO arena. A brief review of major
EO events in the military’s history helps to establish
a context for understanding the findings presented
later. This context is established by discussing water-
shed events that occurred between 1948 and 1990,
reviewing recent initiatives to monitor and enhance
military EO, describing Service-specific surveys that
address EO, and listing the events and legislation
that led to the £OS.
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Watershed Events: 1948-1990%

On July 26, 1948, President Truman issued Executive
Order 9981 which declared “equality of treatment
and opportunity for all persons in the Armed Forces
without regard to race, color, religion, or national
origin.” Although that 1948 Executive Order did

not explicitly call for the end of segregation in the
military, it provided the impetus to do so. For the
next 30 years, military EO efforts concentrated on
the integration of Blacks into the force. Therefore,
much of the military’s EO history is documented

in terms of Blacks and Whites. During the last two
decades, military EO emphases have been expanded
to examine the representation of and opportunities for
members of additional racial/ethnic minority groups.

Following the issuance of Executive Order 9981,
the Services had differing views of EO and initially
developed Service-specific policies to end segregation.
The last Service to abolish segregated units was the
Army. It did so following Project Clear during the
Korean War. Project Clear demonstrated to DoD
officials that increasing contact between White and
Black military members would result in soldiers
having a more favorable attitude toward the racial
integration of units (Binkin, Eitelberg, Schexnider,

& Smith, 1982).

By 1954, all Services had ended the use of all-
Black units. Researchers of that time period indicated
that integration in the military was far ahead of the
rest of society and that military bases were “islands
of integration in a sea of Jim Crow” (Moskos, 1957,
as cited by Binkin et al., 1982). Despite these changes
in the military, minority service members often faced
problems when they left military installations and
ventured into nearby communities to use local services
or obtain housing. Consequently, military-civilian
relations were a focus of DoD attention during this

period. By 1963, installation commanders were

given responsibility for ensuring equality of treatment
of military personnel both on and off installation
(Defense Equal Opportunity Council, 1995). Despite
the issuance of Executive Order 9981, the dismantling
of segregated units, and subsequent efforts to expand
opportunities for minority service members and their
families, racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination
of active-duty members continued.

After passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Black service members increasingly expected better
and more equitable treatment. From the mid-1960s
through the early 1970s, military leaders renewed
efforts to eliminate segregated housing and schools
in the communities around military installations.

In addition to dealing with harassment and discrimi-
nation in neighboring civilian communities, military
leaders were confronted with racial unrest within
the military during the Vietnam War (see Defense
Equal Opportunity Council, 1995). For example,
race riots occurred aboard Navy ships and on mili-
tary installations. In response to these incidents and
other concerns, DoD established training programs
on race/human relations and created in 1971 what
eventually came to be known as the Defense Equal
Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI). Also,
both the Army and the Navy instituted large-scale
research programs to investigate and better under-
stand racial and ethnic relations.

The concerns, protests, and riots that were part
of the civil rights movement and resulted, in part,
from opposition to involvement in Vietnam, were
watershed events in the evolving role of the military’s
leadership in the EO area (Dansby & Landis, 1996;
Department of Defense, 1985). Although Blacks
fought for the right to enter the military in World
Wars | and 11, a different concern regarding their

4 The bibliography at the end of this report provides additional sources for readers interested in obtaining in-depth knowledge of military

racial/ethnic findings.



Introduction

participation arose during the Vietham War. This
concern centered on Blacks being overrepresented
in combat and disproportionately subjected to
danger (see Binkin et al., 1982).

Instituting the All-Volunteer Force with the
end of the draft was a significant step on the road
to establishing expanded opportunities within DoD
for racial/ethnic minorities (Binkin & Eitelberg, 1986).
Eliminating the draft and its readily available source
of personnel resulted in an increased need to make
the military an attractive career opportunity. The
military’s success in providing attractive opportuni-
ties for racial and ethnic minorities is reflected in the
change in the demographics of military personnel
over the last two decades. For example, Black repre-
sentation in the active-duty military was 11% in 1972,
just prior to the introduction of the All-Volunteer Force
(Binkin & Eitelberg, 1986). By 1997, Black repre-
sentation had risen to 20%.° Hispanic representation
almost doubled during the same time period, rising
from 4% in 1972 to 7% in 1997. In 1972, DoD did
not collect data on racial/ethnic categories comparable
to those currently defined as Asian/Pacific Islander
and Native American/Alaskan Native. In 1980,
Asians/Pacific Islanders constituted 2% of the active-
duty military, and 1% were Native Americans/Alaskan
Natives. By 1997, the representation of Asians/Pacific
Islanders had risen to 3%, while that of Native
Americans/Alaskan Natives was unchanged.

Recent Initiatives to Monitor and Enhance Military
Racial/Ethnic EO

The 1990s have been a time of important policy and
program initiatives to (a) restructure and strengthen
EO programs and (b) understand EO concerns better.
While most of the initiatives were internal Defense
Department efforts, some efforts were headed by
external groups.

The year 1994 was particularly significant for
military EO. DoD reestablished the position of Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Equal Opportunity
as the focal point for military and civilian EO policies
and programs. In addition, the Secretary and Deputy
Secretary of Defense, the Service Secretaries, The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the military
Chief of each Service emphasized their support of the
Department’s Human Goals by affixing their signatures
to a revised charter. Among this Charter’s goals are:

“To assure that equal opportunity programs
are an integral part of readiness;

To make military and civilian service in the
Department of Defense a model of equal
opportunity for all regardless of race,

color, sex, religion, or national origin...

To create an environment that values
diversity and fosters mutual respect and
cooperation among all persons.”

In 1998, Secretary of Defense Cohen and the other
signatories reaffirmed these goals by signing a
new Charter.

Another significant 1994 EO action was restructur-
ing the membership of the Defense Equal Opportunity
Council (DEOC). The Deputy Secretary of Defense
became the Chair of the restructured DEOC and the
Under Secretariat of Defense and the Secretaries of
the Military Departments were made members of the
DEOC. The involvement of the most senior leaders
signalled that EO issues would receive oversight from
the Department’s top officials. This committee advises
the Secretary of Defense on EO policies, coordinates
policies, and reviews military and civilian programs.

While the 1994 policy initiatives were being prom-
ulgated, efforts to obtain empirical data on racial/ethnic

5 This percentage and the rest of the percentages in this paragraph are based on DMDC’s Active Duty Military Master File.
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issues were underway. In 1994, the DEOC impaneled

a high-level Task Force, co-chaired by the Secretary

of the Air Force and the Under Secretary of Defense

for Personnel and Readiness, to review the Services’
discrimination complaints systems and recommend
DoD-wide standards for enhancing those systems.
Following extensive data gathering and analysis, the
Task Force issued its two-volume report (DEOC, 1995)
which presented findings and outlined goals and princi-
ples for an effective complaints processing system.

A number of other EO initiatives were also under-
way. DoD undertook an officer pipeline study to exam-
ine factors that might limit the number of minorities
throughout the officer corps. Additionally, the House
Armed Services Committee Staff Task Force (1994)
conducted focus groups with military members of all
Services to gauge the climate of race relations in the
military. Finally, the US General Accounting Office
(GAO) began a set of three investigations. It developed
an annotated review of military EO studies, examined
promotion figures for various racial/ethnic subgroups,
and conducted focus groups at a large number of
military installations (GAO, 1995; 1996).

Service-Specific Survey Programs

In addition to the DoD survey described in this
report, there have also been numerous Service-
specific research efforts to monitor racial/ethnic
relations and similar matters. This research has
involved a combination of programmatic efforts

and one-time, special reports. The Services’ multi-
year programs to obtain survey data pertaining to
EO and racial/ethnic climates have been particularly
relevant to the £0S project. Brief descriptions are
provided for each Service.

Army. In 1972 and 1974, the Army administered
the Enlisted Personnel Questionnaire (see Thomas,
1988, for a review of Army research). Findings from
the 103-item survey mostly compared Whites and

Blacks. Currently, the Army administers a Sample
Survey of Military Personnel (SSMP) twice a year
to gather information about a wide range of topics.
Harassment and discrimination items have been
included in SSMP administrations in the Spring of
1987, 1988, 1989, 1992, 1993, 1995, and 1997.

Navy. From 1974 through 1984, the Navy
administered a 88-item Human Resource Manage-
ment (HRM) Survey. The focus of the HRM Survey
was organizational climate and effectiveness, with
some items dealing directly with race relations.
Differences in scores among racial/ethnic groups
on measures of organizational climate were assumed
to indicate possible EO problems that ultimately could
affect the command’s functioning (see Rosenfeld,
Thomas, Edwards, Thomas, & Thomas, 1991, for
an overview).

Five years after the last administration of the
HRM Survey, the Navy began fielding its biennial
Navy Equal Opportunity/Sexual Harassment (NEOSH)
Survey (Rosenfeld, Newell, & Le, in press). Although
the number of items has varied across the admini-
strations of the survey, there are typically more than
140 questions (some with multiple items) on the
guestionnaire. Approximately 80 questions are
devoted to racial/ethnic climate measurement.

The Navy has also administered a Reserve version
of its NEOSH Survey. The NEOSH-R Survey was first
fielded in 1993, and is similar to the regular NEOSH
Survey except for a few items. Those revisions reflect
the unique characteristics of Reserve Service.

NEOSH and NEOSH-R Survey administration
and findings are at the Service level. Command-level
assessments are also gathered with the Command
Assessment Team Survey System (). Devel-
oped in 1992, CA7SYS contains a subset of about
40 items from the larger NEOSH Survey. CATSYS
can be administered either by paper-and-pencil or
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computer. In addition to providing item response
data in tabular form for the total command and
various demographic subgroups, the software can
generate line graphs and pie charts. Also, commands
can interpret their statistics relative to those that
were obtained with the Service-wide NEOSH Survey.

Marine Corps. The Marine Corps assesses
racial/ethnic discrimination (and sexual harassment)
with the Marine Corps Equal Opportunity Survey
(MCEOS). The MCEOS (Culbertson & Rosenfeld,
1996) was constructed by modifying and supple-
menting items from the NEOSH Survey. The active-
duty version of the MCEOS was administered in
1994, 1996, and 1997; the Reserve version was
administered in 1996 and 1997. The MCEOS-
Reserve is very similar to the active-duty MCEOS.

Like the Navy, the Marine Corps has developed
a computer-based, command-level version of its
Service-wide survey. Developed in 1995, the Marine
Corps Command Assessment Survey System (MCCAS)
contains a subset of about 40 items.

Air Force. Although the Air Force has maintained
a strong survey program, it has not constructed special
surveys to assess EO issues. In recent years, the Air
Force was the first Service to adopt the DoD-wide
sexual harassment survey as its primary means of
assessing that EO concern. The Air Force plans to
use the £0S as its primary instrument for document-
ing and tracking Air Force data on racial/ethnic
harassment and discrimination.

DoD-wide Survey of Equal Opportunity and
Racial/Ethnic Issues

In addition to these ongoing efforts to address
racial/ethnic issues in the military, senior leaders
continue to seek ways to better understand climate
and racial/ethnic relations in the military to ensure
fair treatment and equal opportunity. One such
means is by obtaining empirical data and using
those data for policy formulation and review.

In January 1994, the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness asked DMDC to develop
and field a survey to assess racial/ethnic issues.
During 1994, House Armed Services Committee
staffers also conducted focus groups and concluded
that racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination
problems existed and warranted further investigation.
After learning of the Under Secretary’s commitment to
a DoD-wide racial/ethnic harassment and discrimina-
tion survey, a requirement for ongoing surveys was
inserted in the National Defense Authorization Act

Jor Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law No. 103-337).

That legislation provided that, “The Secretary of
Defense shall carry out a biennial survey to measure
the state of racial and ethnic issues and discrimination
among members of the armed forces serving on active
duty. The survey shall solicit information on the race
relations climate in the armed forces, including—

indicators of positive and negative trends of
relations between all racial and ethnic groups;

e the effectiveness of Department of Defense
policies designed to improve race and ethnic
relations; and

e the effectiveness of current processes for
complaints on and investigations into racial
and ethnic discrimination.”

Two years after the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1995 Conference Report called
for a biennial survey of racial/ethnic issues, additional
Congressional guidance was provided. Specifically, the
National Dgfense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997
(Conference Report, page 748) stated, “Finally, this
section would require the Secretary to conduct an annual
survey on race relations, gender discrimination and hate
group activity.” The statutory requirement (Title 10, USC,
Chapter 23, Section 481, December 1996) provides that
“The Secretary of Defense shall carry out an annual
survey to measure the state of racial, ethnic and gender
issues and discrimination among members of the



Introduction

Armed Forces serving on active duty and the extent

(if any) of activity among such members that may be
seen as so-called ‘hate group’ activity. The survey shall
solicit information on the race relations and gender
relations climate in the Armed Forces including—

* indicators of positive and negative trends of
relations among all racial and ethnic groups
and between the sexes;

* the effectiveness of Department of Defense
policies designed to improve race, ethnic,
and gender relations; and

* the effectiveness of current processes for
complaints on and investigations into racial,
ethnic, and gender discrimination.”

Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report is organized into eight
chapters. Chapter 2 describes survey design, adminis-
tration, and analytic procedures. Topics in Chapter 3
include members’ perceptions of race and ethnic
relations in the military and includes questions on
awareness of hate groups and extremists. Chapter 4
discusses the extent to which active-duty members
indicated that they or their families experienced
racial/ethnic insensitivity, harassment, or discrimi-
nation. Chapters 5 and 6 provide in-depth analyses
from a section of the survey in which respondents
described the race/ethnicity-related situation that
bothered them most in the previous 12 months.
Chapter 5 includes an analysis of the behaviors
which respondents indicated were most bothersome
as well as descriptions of the situation. Chapter 6
continues the analysis by examining respondents’
experiences with and perceptions of complaints

handling, reporting procedures, and outcomes. In
Chapter 7, perceptions of EO climate—particularly
regarding proactive leadership, enforcement, and
training—are provided. Chapter 8 presents members’
perceptions of opportunities and global attitudes.



CHAPTER 2: SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Survey Design and Administration

A copy of the 16-page, 81-question (some with
multiple items) £OS is provided in Appendix A. The
survey’s items can be grouped broadly into several
categories: workplace and job satisfaction; career
issues; types, frequency, and effects of personal
experiences related to race/ethnicity; use of and
satisfaction with the complaints process and outcomes;
opinions about personnel policies and programs; inter-
personal relations of service members from different
races/ethnicities; and members’ views of EO in the
military now, 5 years ago, and in the civilian sector.
Because of the unique nature of this research, survey
items could not be readily adopted from scales that
have appeared in the civilian research literature. Addi-
tional information on the development and administra-
tion of the survey are provided in Appendix B of this
report and by Elig, Edwards, and Riemer (1997).

Data were collected by mail with procedures
designed to maximize response rates. Starting in
August 1996, an introductory letter explaining the
survey and soliciting cooperation was sent to mem-
bers. The introductory letter was followed about six
weeks later by a package containing the questionnaire
and instructions for completing and returning the sur-
vey. A second letter was sent to thank individuals
who had already returned the questionnaire and to
ask those who had not to complete and return it.

At approximately four weeks and eight weeks after
the initial survey mailing, second and third question-
naires with letters stressing the importance of the
survey were mailed to individuals who had not
responded to previous mailings.

The population of interest for the 1996 £0S
consisted of all active-duty Army, Navy, Marine

Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard members (includ-
ing Reservists on full-time duty) below the rank

of admiral or general, with at least six months of
service. The sampling frame included only those
members who were on active duty in April 1996,
with final eligibility conditional on also being on
active duty in June and September 1996.

Nonproportional stratified random sampling®
procedures were employed to ensure adequate
sample sizes for subgroups of particular interest;
thus, ethnic minorities were oversampled relative
to their presence in the overall military population.
The sampling design considered requirements for
analyses by Service; gender; racial/ethnic group
membership (Hispanic, non-Hispanic Black, non-
Hispanic White, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Native
American/Alaskan Native); paygrade; location
(US, Europe, Asia/Pacific Islands); and the den-
sity in duty occupations of Blacks, Hispanics,
and total minorities.

The initial sample for the £O0S consisted of
76,754 individuals, of whom 73,496 were ultimately
determined to be eligible members of the target popu-
lation. When the survey fielding closed in February
1997, usable surveys were received from 39,855
Service members. The overall weighted response
rate for eligibles, corrected for nonproportional
sampling, was 53%. Complete details of the sample
design and response rates for each race/ethnicity
and paygrade category are reported in Wheeless,
Mason, Kavee, Riemer, and Elig (1997).

Data were weighted to reflect the population of
interest. The weights reflected (a) the probability of
selection for that member, (b) a nonresponse adjust-
ment to minimize bias arising from differential response

6 In stratified random sampling, all members of a population are categorized into homogeneous groups. For example, members might be grouped
by gender and Service (all male Army personnel, all female Navy personnel in another, etc.). Members are chosen at random within each
group. Small groups are oversampled in comparison to their proportion of the population so that there will be enough respondents even from
small groups to analyze. The oversampling is taken into account in analyses so that all groups are represented in their proper proportions.
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rates among demographic subgroups, and (c) a post-

stratification factor for September 1996—the month
in which the questionnaire was first distributed.

Analytic Procedures

Estimation Procedures

Because the £0S utilized a complex sample design
(i.e., nonproportional stratified random sampling),
all results in this report were weighted to provide
unbiased population estimates. Special statistical
software (SUDAANY) was used to estimate vari-
ances for all survey statistics. Technical manuals
(Elig et al., 1997; Wheeless et al., 1997) provide
further information on sample design and the
calculation of variance estimates.

All sample surveys are subject to sampling
error. The standard error of a survey estimate is
a measure of the variation among estimates from
all the possible samples of the same size that could
be drawn. Estimates in this report are expressed as
percentages and are reported with a 95% confidence
interval half-width (£(7). When the +(7 is added to
and subtracted from the reported percentage esti-
mate, the 95% confidence interval is obtained for
the estimate. The 95% confidence interval covers
the population value 95% of the time. In the tables
of this report, the £(/s are listed to the right of the
estimate to which they apply. In the figures, the
full 95% confidence interval appears between the

whiskers that are attached to each finding, with
the midpoint of that whisker being the estimate.

In this report, pairs of percentage estimates
were compared to see if they were statistically dif-
ferent. When the 95% confidence interval for one
estimate did not overlap the 95% confidence interval
for another estimate, the difference between the two
estimates was judged to be statistically significant
(at the 95% confidence level)8. Conversely, if the
two intervals overlapped, the difference between
the estimates was not assumed to be statistically
significant (at the 95% confidence level)®.

Subgroups

This report focuses on DoD-wide findings as well as
findings for subgroups within DoD. These subgroups
are race/ethnicity, Service, gender, paygrade category,
and geographical location. Survey self-reports were the
primary sources for constructing these analytic demo-
graphic variables; missing survey data were supple-
mented by administrative record data. Self-reported
race/ethnicity at the time of the survey was considered
to be more accurate than the race/ethnicity variable in
administrative records. Although self-report and admin-
istrative data were almost always identical for Service
and gender variables, self-reported location and pay-
grade were expected to more accurately reflect
members’ characteristics at the time of the survey.

There were five racial/ethnic categoriesO:
non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic,

7 SUDAANP is a registered trademark of Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, NC, USA.

8 This is a conservative approximation because exact tests could indicate some differences are statistically different even when the intervals overlap.
This is particularly true when the difference is between two estimates of the same group’s responses on two different items.

9 In essence, the test indicates whether a single difference is statistically significant at a given set of confidence interval/odds (95%, or odds
of 19 to 1). The situation becomes more complex when multiple comparisons are made, each with a given odds. Increasing the number of
comparisons also increases the odds of concluding that a difference was statistically significant when it was, in fact, due to chance. The large
number of variables in the survey and the need to analyze various types of subgroups resulted in thousands of comparisons being made.
Therefore, some of the differences that have been judged to be statistically significant may have been due to chance. For this reason isolated
findings are less convincing than patterns of findings consistent across many comparisons.

101n general, these reporting categories are consistent with those required by Office of Management and Budget (OMB, 1977) Statistical Directive
15 on standards for reporting Federal statistics. The one deviation is that all Hispanics were assigned to the Hispanic category. Federal statistics
on individuals who report both Hispanic ethnicity and either Asian/Pacific Islander or Native American/Alaskan Native race are usually assigned

to the racial (rather than ethnic) category.



non-Hispanic Asian or
Pacific Islander, and
non-Hispanic Native
American or Alaskan
Native. (For brevity, the
adjective “non-Hispanic”
is implied but not used
for the remainder of this
report.) Survey questions
on the member’s
(Questions 8 and 9)

and spouse’s (Questions
17 and 18) race and
ethnicity are based on
those used in the 1990
Decennial US Census.
Using self-reported

race/ethnicity means
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Figure 2.1
Regions Used, for Analyses

that ana|yses reflected [J Northern us [l Southern US [l Western US [l Europe [l Asia & Pacific Islands [0 Rest of World I

a person’s self-identifi-

cation and that groups

could be formed to match population estimates
generated from the Decennial US Census.

The Service variable has five categories: Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard.
Reservists on full-time extended active duty were
grouped into the active-duty Service in which they
were serving. Gender has two categories: male and
female. There were three categories of paygradell:
junior enlisted personnel (E1-E4), senior enlisted
(E5-E9), and officers (warrant and commissioned).

Figure 2.1 shows the categories of geographic
location used for analyses: Northern US (including
service members serving at installations in the North
Central and Northeast US), Southern US, Western US,
Europe, and Asia/Pacific Islands. The US geographic
regions are the US Census districts, except that the

Northeast and North Central districts were combined
in order to have sufficient respondents for analysis.
The assignment of various regions to each of the
geographic categories should be obvious from
Figure 2.1, except for smaller locations. Members
stationed in American Samoa and Guam were coded
as Asia/Pacific Islands; whereas those stationed in
Puerto Rico and the US Virgin Islands were coded
as rest of the world.

Incident Rate Measures

Measure construction. Members were asked whether
they, and in some cases their family members, had
experienced any of 57 behaviors which might be
characterized as insensitive, harassing, or discrimi-
natory during the prior 12 months. Although the

time frame is not repeated when item wording is

11 There is some variation among the Services in their definitions of junior and senior enlisted personnel. The categorization used in this report
was chosen to retain many distinctions between members at different paygrades while preserving sufficient subgroup sample sizes to allow
analyses that simultaneously examined paygrade category and race/ethnicity.
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discussed in this section, all questions in the survey
that requested recall of incidents were worded in
the context of the past 12 months. In Question 29,
members were asked to indicate the frequency
(from never to often) of the types of experiences,
with separate questions for DoD personnel (includ-
ing both military personnel and DoD civilian employ-
ees) and civilians in the surrounding community.
For Question 30, members noted whether they felt
they had experienced a situation because of their
race/ethnicityl2. Additionally, in Question 31, mem-
bers indicated whether or not they or their family
had experienced any “other bad, race/ethnic-related
experiences” not specified in the previous questions.

Service members were counted as having
experienced racial/ethnic insensitivity, harassment,
or discrimination if they indicated in (a) Question 29
that they experienced or observed any of the refer-
enced situations at least once, (b) Question 30 that
they (or their family) had experienced the referenced
situation and their race/ethnicity was a factor, or
(c) Question 31 that they or a family member had
some other bad experience either in a military
setting or in the civilian community that they
felt was related to their race/ethnicity.

To analyze the myriad types of racial/ethnic
insensitivities, harassment, or discrimination, the
experiences were grouped into categories using a
statistical procedure (i.e., principal components
analysis with orthogonal rotation) that looks for
items that were answered similarly across all
respondents. Based upon this analysis, factors
(i.e., groupings of items reflecting similar types
of incidents) were constructed. These factors were
then grouped into logically defined summary
indicators. The factors and summary indicators
were generally grouped according to the source

of the insensitivity/harassment/discrimination
(whether the source was another member of DoD
or a member of the local community) and whether
the incident involved the member alone or whether
it involved the member and/or his/her family.

Figure 2.2 displays how the items were grouped
hierarchically and the name assigned to each of the
11 factors (shown as rectangles) and 4 summary
indicators (shown as hexagons). More specifically,
Figure 2.2 shows that the summary indicator Member
Incident-DoD identifies whether or not a member
indicated experiencing one or more race/ethnicity-
related incidents that fell into at least one of the six
factors listed below it. Similarly, Member Incident—
Community identifies whether or not a member
indicated experiencing at least one of the insensi-
tive, harassing, or discriminatory behaviors that
fell into one or both of the factors listed below it.
Member/Family Incident is derived from the answers
to the three factors shown under that summary
indicator. Finally, Any Incident indicates whether
or not the member indicated experiencing at least
one of the behaviors included in any of its three
subordinate summary indicators: Member Incident-
DoD, Member Incident-Community, and Member/
Family Incident.

The remainder of this section is used to
define each of the factors and summary indica-
tors. Any Incident (composed of all items in
Questions 29-31) reflects whether or not the
member indicated experiencing at least one of
the listed behaviors during the 12 months prior
to the survey. Because the remaining summary
indicators and factors are subsumed under this
overall summary indicator, they are displayed
in outline form to facilitate an understanding of
how the measures are interrelated.

12 Respondents could choose from three alternatives: No, or does not apply; Yes, but my race/ethnicity was NOT a factor; and Yes,
and my race/ethnicity was a_factor. Only the last of the three alternatives was used to indicate concerns with racial/ethnic insensi-
tivity, harassment, or discrimination. Findings from the middle alternative are, however, also important to DoD. Therefore, these

findings are provided in Appendix D.
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A. Member Incident—

DoD (composed of
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Figure 2.2

ltems 29aa-29an. Organization of EOS Factors and Summary Indicators

30a-30n, 30s, 30v,
and 30w) is a
summary indicator

reflecting whether
or not members

i A. Member Incident — DoD
said they personally

experienced race/

ethnicity_related A.1 Offensive Encounters — DoD

insensitivity, threats,
. A.2Th /H — DoD
actual harm, or dis- reatiriarm = Do
crimination from
A.3 Assignment/Career

another military

member or a
A.4 Evaluation

DoD civilian.
1. Qﬁ‘énsz’ye A.5 Punishment
Encounters-
DoD (Composed A.6 Training/Test Scores

of Items 29aa-

29aj) includes

situations in which members believed other
DoD personnel engaged in racially/ethnically
insensitive behavior that caused them dis-
comfort or was insulting.

2. Threat/Harm-DoD (composed of Items
29ak-29an) includes perceptions of threat,
vandalism, and assault stemming from
the members’ race/ethnicity and caused
by other DoD members.

3. Assignment/Career (composed of ltems
30e, 30j-30n, and 30s) reflects the extent
to which members believe an aspect of
their current assignment or career pro-
gression was hampered because of the
member’s race/ethnicity.

4. Evaluation (composed of Items 30a-30d)
reflects members’ perceptions that race/

B. Member Incident —

h C. Member/Family Incident
Community

B.1 Offensive Encounters —

4 C.1 Member/Family Services
Community

B.2 Threat/Harm — Community C.2 Member/Family Fears

C.3 Miscellaneous Member/
Family Experiences

ethnicity influenced some aspect of
their performance evaluation.

5. Punishment (composed of Items 30v
and 30w) reflects members’ perceptions
that race/ethnicity influenced whether
and how they were punished.

6. Training/Test Scores (composed of
Items 30f-30i) concerns the extent
to which members believed their race/
ethnicity influenced the availability
of training and the assignment of
training scores/grades.

B. Member Incident-Community (composed of
Items 29ba-29bn) is a summary indicator
reflecting whether or not members said
they personally experienced race/ethnicity-
related insensitivity, threats, actual harm,

11



Survey Methodology

or discrimination from civilians in the
community near the installation.

1. Qffensive Encounters—Community
(composed of Items 29ba-29bj)
includes situations in which members
indicated that civilians in the community
engaged in racially/ethnically insensitive
behavior that caused them discomfort or
was insulting.

2. Threat/Harm-Community (composed
of Items 29bk-29bn) includes perceptions
of threat, vandalism, and assault stem-
ming from the members’ race/ethnicity
and caused by a civilian in the community
near the installation.

C. Member/Family Incident (composed of Items
29a0, 29bo, 300-30r, 30t, 30u, 30x-30z, and
31) is a summary indicator reflecting whether
or not members indicated that either they or
their family experienced any of three types
of racial/ethnic insensitivity, harassment,
or discrimination.

1. Member/Family Services (composed of
Items 300-30r, 30t, and 30u) reflects
whether members believed that they
or their family were treated differently
because of their race/ethnicity by
local businesses, by civilian or Armed
Forces police, or by military medical or
support services.

2. Member/Family Fears (composed of
Items 30x-302z) reflects whether mem-
bers indicated that they or their family
were afraid to be on or off the installa-
tion because of gang activity or for
other reasons.

12

3. Miscellaneous Member/Family Experi-
ences consists of three summary-type
items (29ao0, 29bo, and Question 31)
which reflect whether members said
that they or their family were harassed
or hurt because of their race/ethnicity
by DoD personnel or civilians, or whether
members said that they or their family
had a bad, racial/ethnic experience
that was not described by any of the
previous questions.

Presentation of Results

The comprehensive nature of the survey and the
multitude of analyses made it necessary to decide,
a priori, which analyses to discuss in this report.
Because it is impossible to discuss all of the
analyses, each chapter presents those analyses
deemed most relevant to the particular issues
under consideration. Race/ethnicity and Service
analyses are the primary analyses for topics
addressed in Chapters 3 and 5 through 8; other
analyses (e.g., paygrade or location) were per-
formed when appropriate. Chapter 4 examines

all of the factors and summary indicators outlined
in Figure 2.2 with respect to racial/ethnic group,
Service, paygrade level, gender, and location
(both outside of and within the US).

Some differences between groups may be
statistically significant, but small in magnitude.
As such, the findings may not be relevant to
military policy formulation or review. In general,
statistically significant differences of at least 5
percentage points are discussed throughout this
report. There are, however, exceptions in which
smaller differences between groups are presented.
For example, smaller differences between groups
are discussed in the section on hate crimes and
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extremism because these findings were judged to Readers will note that sometimes the confidence
be of particular interest to military policy officials interval is in parentheses following the percentage
and Congress. while other times the percentage stands alone.

Percentages in the text which also appear in a
figure or table do not have confidence intervals
following the estimate because the confidence
intervals can be seen in the figure or table. Percent-
ages in the text which do not also appear in either
a graph or table do have confidence intervals
following the estimate.

Strictly speaking, when discussing differences
between proportions, terminology such as “propor-
tionately fewer” or “proportionately more” should
always be used. Such verbiage denotes that the
comparison was between two proportions and not
the absolute number of members in each group.
To simplify the presentation of complex findings
and enhance readability, “fewer” and “more” were
sometimes substituted for “proportionately fewer”
and “proportionately more.” Similarly, “significantly”
was eliminated—unless otherwise indicated, all
differences noted in this report were statistically
significant (as indicated by non-overlapping
confidence intervals).

A major goal of the survey’s sample design
was to achieve approximately equal confidence
intervals for all racial/ethnic groups. Despite
oversampling, this goal was not achieved for the
smallest racial/ethnic group, Native Americans/
Alaskan Natives. Although the percentages for
Native Americans/Alaskan Natives are sometimes
among the most extreme, there is a considerable
amount of error associated with some of the esti-
mates for this racial/ethnic group. Results for this
group are shown throughout this report, even
though the size of the confidence intervals often
precludes a clear interpretation of the estimates.

Every percentage in this report will have an
associated confidence interval, presented either in
the text or in an accompanying figure or table. In
figures, confidence intervals appear as “whiskers”
above and below the estimate. In tables, confidence
intervals are provided to the right of percentages.
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CHAPTER 3: RACE AND ETHNIC INTERRELATIONSHIPS

This chapter describes service members’ perceptions
of interpersonal and intergroup race relations. The first
section explores members’ personal relationships with
people of other racial/ethnic groups. This section is
followed by a discussion of intergroup relations on
installations/ships and in local communities. The third
section of this chapter explores the presence of hate
groups and extremist activities. The fourth section
reviews members’ assessments of racial/ethnic rela-
tions over the last 5 years. The fifth section presents
findings on members’ assessment of racial/ethnic
relations overall.

In general, this chapter presents findings for each
racial/ethnic group and Service. Other findings (such
as paygrade category or location results) are also
included, where appropriate.

Social Relationships Among Members

Members’ relationships with service personnel of
other racial/ethnic groups were assessed by multiple
guestions. One set of questions addressed how compe-
tent and comfortable members feel with personnel of
other racial/ethnic groups, and whether or not they
have close personal friends from other racial/ethnic
groups. An additional question asked members to
think back to shortly before entry into the military
and indicate whether they now have more or fewer
close personal friends of a different race/ethnicity.

Members' Feelings of Competence and
Ease Around Others

Three items assessed members’ competence and com-
fort when around people from racial/ethnic groups
other than their own. Members responded using an
extent scale with five anchors: not at all, small extent,
moderate extent, large extent, and very large extent.
Findings for the first item are reported as the percent-
ages of members who responded either large extent

or very large extent, whereas, findings for the next
two items are reported for the percentage of members
who responded not at all. Different ends of the scale
are used in this discussion to emphasize how the
vast majority of members charac